_But  the witness   explains   that  he did  not   need  all  of  the
precise  information,   blueprints,   etc.   to  render an  opinion  as  to
whether(a crane  is   safe   to  operate.   (Tr.   800).     The  additional
detail  is  only  necessary  for  a  full  structural  analysis.     Here,
there were  too  many  deflections.     This   rendered  the  crane unsafe
for use  (Tr.   800,   801) .

Respondent declares   that  in  previous   cases  opinions  rendered
by Alameddin  had  only   followed  after  he  had  made a  personal
inspection.     I  concur   the  evidence  confirms   respondent's
statement.     However,   this   argument  addresses   the weight  to be
given  Alameddin's   testimony.     As  previously  noted,   I  find  his
testimony credible.

Respondent objects   to  Alameddin  testifying  that the  lattices
had  an effect  on   the chords   and   that  it was   so   small  that Palmer
would have found  it   "very difficult  to measure."    He claimed,
however,   he  could  see   it  from  the  photographs.     At   the  same  time
respondent argues  no basis   in   fact  upon which   to conclude  that
the chords were  other   than   straight.

This  foregoing  argument  confuses  different aspects  of  the
testimony.     Not  only Witness  Alameddin  but  the  judge  can  clearly
see the bowed  and  kinked  lattices.   See Exhibits   Pi,  P2,  P3,  P6,
P7,  P8,  P10,   Pll.     The  point   is,   given   the  circumstances   here,
there apparently was  not  any deflection  in   the  chord.     But not
withstanding   that  fact   the  boom,   in  Alameddin's   opinion,   could
still  buckle   (Tr.   734).      I   find  that  opinion   to  be  credible.

Respondent  states   that  Alameddin   never  designed  a  boom and
never worked  on  booms.      True,   the witness  has   not designed a boom.
But he  had done  a  number   of   evaluations   on   structural  analysis
for  different  components   and different  structures  including head
frames,  drum construction,   drum design,   dragline boom collapse,
stability problems,   evaluation  of  a  storage  bin  design,   et
cetera   (Tr.   696).     Also,   in  accordance with  his   training  as  an
engineer, _ he was   familiar with   the  structure  of   a  tubular  boom
and  with  its   engineering  design   (Tr.   700).     Alameddin's  testimony
on  the whole demonstrates  his  knowledge of   the  field.

Respondent,   in   its  brief,   recasts   its  objection  to
Alameddin's  lack  of  first  hand  knowledge of MC2.     But I  find that
he demonstrated  a  thorough knowledge of   the  facts  of  the case.
He had  been_ present  at  the December   1982  hearing  and had  reviewed
the  transcripts  of  March  1982  hearing   (Tr.   700).

In_sum,   I   find   that  Alameddin   had  an   extensive  factual
foundation  to render  his  opinion.

Respondent  claims   that   the  legal   test  of  whether  the
condition of  the  boom  affected   its   safety  is  geared  to  the
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